The purpose of this paper is to examine some earlier efforts to measure the inequality of distribution within several different substantive contexts and to see how appropriate these different measures might be if they were applied to the distribution of "power potential" in the international system or any of its subsystems. We discuss several measures which we find would not be appropriate. We then present a measure which we find better suited for the purpose and go on to compare it to earlier measures of
inequality. Several The purpose of this paper is to examine some earlier efforts to measure the inequality of distribution within several different substantive contexts, and to see how appropriate these different measures might be if they were applied to the [405] distribution of &dquo;power potential&dquo; in the international system or any of its subsystems. In the course of our discussion, we will describe the fascinating, if sometimes laborious journey we have taken through a maze of indices reflecting an impressive variety of related-but not identical-concepts. Our hope will be to share with the reader some of that fascination, while saving him most of the labor involved in tracking these various indices back to their disparate origins. We shall conclude by describing an index we have found to be especially helpful if one is dealing with a system containing a relatively small, but variable number of units or categories.
There have been several illuminating discussions of measures of inequality in the last decade, among which the one by Alker and Russett (1964) is perhaps most familiar to political scientists. Others of importance are Alker (1965) , Hall and Tideman (1967) , Nutter (1968) , Horvath (1970) , , and Singer .( 1968) . But [407] are added, the concentration of this industry has decreased, even if the largest firm manages to maintain its 90% share of the market, because the entire economic pie is now divided among five rather than three firms. This situation would suggest the need for an index that decreases when N increases.
Finally, there may be times when any kind of sensitivity to N will be inappropriate. Lieberson (1969) (Herfindahl, 1950 (Puchala, 1970 Figure 1 b and 1 Alker's (1965) formula for approximations in case of discrete distributions-is used as one's measure of concentration of power potential, the . subsystem appears to be marked by greater concentration at the second point in time.
In fact, however, the Gini index is slightly higher in the second case, not because the subsystem more nearly approaches the condition of perfect concentration (with one state so &dquo;unequal&dquo; as to control 100~0 of the power potential) in the latter case, but because the upper limit of the index has been increased by the addition of two states to the subsystem at that point in time. Although Gini has probably not been used in exactly this way, it would not be obviously unreasonable to make such a use of it. Our point here is that if it is used for this (or similar) purposes, it will be very sensitive to differences in system size when N is small, and the user should be sure that this sensitivity is appropriate for his purposes.
Gini Versus HH
As we have seen above, Gini 
SIMILARITY TO OTHER MEASURES
Over 15 years ago, in the conclusion of an article analyzing indices of segregation, Duncan and Duncan (1955) [428]
Similarly, Labovitz and Gibbs (1964) Figure 3 . What the Gini formula does, in effect, is to sum the area of the rectangles in the figure, and subtract that sum from one, the total &dquo;area of inequality&dquo; that lies above and below the line of perfect equality. The resulting difference is the proportion of the total area that lies between the Lorenz curve and the line of perfect equality; that proportion is the Gini index score. By referring to Figure 3 
